dinner hour or not, depending on whether or not they
single cut or double cut.  Now, just explain the
relationship between the two and what you told the
men?

A.  Well, obviously,.if they were standing at the
headgate, without anything to do for a half hour, I
was going to put them on dinner during that half hour
until they were needed again.  If they were single
cutting, they were going to be there for that half
hour.  If they were double cutting, they'd be setting
the shields up as the shearer came to the headgate,
and they wouldnft be idle, obviously.  It would be to
my advantage, then, and the Company's advantage, to
work them through their dinner, and they'd get the
benefit of the extra money; I'd get the benefit of
the extra production.

Q.   If they were not double cutting, you say that
you would have an opportunity to stagger them through
their lunch breaks?

A.  Right.  One or two of them at the end of the
time that the shields were pulled in and the shearer
was at the tailgate, ready to come back to the head,
I could, at that time, send one or two of them to
dinner.  They could have their dinner over with by
the time they were needed again to set the shields.

Mr. Hawkins stated that the day after the May 18
meeting with the complainants1, he asked them "to set the
shields up beside the shearer", and they refused and
advised him that they wanted to invoke their individual
.safety rights.  However, t)iey agreed to continue the shift
single-cutting, and he advised them that a meeting would
be held after the shift.  Pending, the-meeting, he asked
the complainant's to work between the two cutting drums on
the shearer, an area of some 30 feet (Tr. 494-495). As a
result of the meeting with the mine safety committee, the
company safety department, and division longwall
coordinator Cliff Dennison, it was decided by Mr. Dennison
that the crew would not be made to double cut beside the
shearer. Mr. Hawkins never again asked, ordered, or
directed the complainants to double cut, and as far as he
was concerned, that was the end of the matter. (Tr. 496).

i

Mr. Hawkins denied that he subsequently met with the
complainants and gave them certain "options" about double
cutting versus single cutting (Tr, 496). With regard to
the question as to why the complainants did not work
through their dinner hour and get paid overtime.
Mr. Hawkins explained as follows <Tr. 498-501):denied that the complainants .ever indicated any safety
